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Abstract
The paper explores the purpose and value of setting maritime limits and boundaries and, in particular, 
argues that to do so is crucial in order to provide a clear jurisdictional framework so as to better realise 
the benefits to be derived from the value marine resources contained within the maritime spaces 
claimed by coastal States. The problems associated with maritime jurisdictional uncertainty are also 
noted. The spatial limits of maritime claims under international law are outlined together with the key 
ways in which the limits of such claims can be established. Challenges and uncertainties in defining 
maritime limits and boundaries are then highlighted with particular reference to the Pacific island 
States regional context.  
Keywords: baselines, maritime claims, overlapping claims, maritime delimitation, outer continental 
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Introduction
The clear definition of the limits to maritime jurisdiction provides the fundamental 
framework for the governance of maritime space and thus the management of 
valuable marine resources. In accordance with the terms of the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (LOSC) of 1982,
1
 this can be achieved through 
either through the definition of distance-based limits from baselines along the coast, 
the delimitation of maritime boundaries between neighbouring States where their 
maritime jurisdictional claims overlap, or through the establishment of outer 
continental shelf limits. However, some uncertainties persist in relation to the 
establishment of these three types of maritime limit. 
This paper outlines the purpose and value of establishing maritime limits and 
delimiting maritime boundaries. The spatial limits to maritime jurisdictional claims 
consistent with LOSC are outlined together with the key ways in which maritime 
limits and boundaries can be defined with particular reference to the state-of-play in 
the Pacific islands region. A number of uncertainties arising are then highlighted, 
together with options to address these challenges. 
Why Define Maritime Limits and Boundaries? 
Fundamentally, the establishment of the limits of maritime jurisdiction and, where 
appropriate, the delimitation of maritime boundaries provides clarity and certainty to 
all maritime States and users and helps to minimise the risk of friction and conflict by 
1
  United Nations, United Nations Conventions on the Law of the Sea, Publication No. E97.V10. 
United Nations, New York, 1983. Available at:  
<http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_overview_convention.htm
> (hereafter “LOSC”).  
eliminating a source of bi-lateral and multilateral dispute. This can, arguably, remove 
barriers to cooperation, thus enhancing the potential for the sustainable management 
and governance of the oceans, including with respect to marine resources. This, in 
turn, has the potential to contribute to maritime and economic security for both coastal 
and user States.
Conversely, where the extent of maritime claims is uncertain or where the maritime 
claims of neighbouring States overlap with one another, this tends to exacerbate and 
complicate existing ocean management problems. Further, such jurisdictional 
uncertainty has the potential to undermine maritime security as, where jurisdiction is 
unclear, it follows that coastal state rights with regard to surveillance and enforcement 
will remain similarly uncertain. Additionally, where overlapping maritime claims 
exist, this can prove a source of bilateral friction, especially where rival naval vessels 
competitively attempt to exerts enforcement rights in what they regard as rightfully 
‘their’ maritime space.
2
Maritime Limits and Boundaries and Access to Marine Resources 
A key advantage associated with the clear definition of maritime jurisdictional limits 
and boundaries relates to securing access to and rights over valuable marine resources. 
Where jurisdictional uncertainty exists, however, challenges arise in respect of 
safeguarding marine resources as well as protecting and preserving the marine 
environment.
With regard to living resources, the oceans remain an important source of living 
resources, with fisheries representing a major industry and playing a key food security 
role for many coastal states (despite increasing rates of stock depletion). In the Pacific 
context, extensive claims to exclusive economic zones (EEZs) on the part of the 
Pacific island States gives rise to a tremendous actual and potential benefit in terms of 
rights over marine living resources, especially in regard to the abundant and valuable 
tuna fisheries. For example, in 2007 the tuna catch in the WCPO was estimated at 
2,396,915 metric tonnes (mt) and worth approximately US$3,895 million
3
. The total 
tuna catch in the Western and Central Pacific Convention Area in 2009 was estimated 
at 2,467,903mt, the highest annual catch recorded.
4
 This represented 81% of the 
estimated total tuna catch for the Pacific Ocean as a whole (3,042,092mt) and 58% of 
the estimated global tuna catch (4,222,289mt).
5
 These tuna fisheries represent the 
2
  Schofield, C.H. (2005), ‘Cooperative Mechanisms and Maritime Security in Areas of 
Overlapping Claims to Maritime Jurisdiction’, in Cozens, P. and Mossop, J. (eds.), Capacity 
Building for Maritime Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific (Wellington: Centre for 
Strategic Studies, New Zealand), 99-115. 
3
  Williams, P. and Terawasi, P. (2008) Overview of Tuna Fisheries in the Western and Central 
Pacific Ocean, including Economic Conditions – 2007. Paper presented to the Fourth Regular 
Session of the Scientific Committee of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, 
11-22 August 2008, Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea, WCPFC-SC4-2008/GN WP-1. For 
further information see, Reid, C. Value of WCPO Tuna Fisheries, Pacific Islands Forum 
Fisheries Agency, Honiara, 2007. 
4
  Williams, P. and Terawasi, P. (2010) Overview of Tuna Fisheries in the Western and Central 
Pacific Ocean, Including Economic Conditions – 2009, Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission, Paper  prepared for the Scientific Committee, Sixth Regular Session, Nuku’alofa, 
Tonga, 10-19 August, p.2. 
5
Ibid.
primary economic opportunity for many of the region’s small island developing 
States.
6
Where maritime claims are uncertain or overlap with those of a neighbouring State, 
the sustainable management of marine living resources can be severely hampered 
through, at the least, uncoordinated policies and, at the more severe end of the 
spectrum, potentially destructive and unsustainable competition for access to the 
resources in question. Such activities can lead to confrontation between rival fishing 
fleets and such friction can lead to the involvement of the armed forces of the coastal 
states concerned with the attendant potential for incidents, clashes and ultimately 
escalation towards conflict. In short, rival maritime claims can act as a major irritant 
in bilateral, and indeed multilateral, relations.  
Offshore areas are also an established and increasingly important source of non-living 
resources such as hydrocarbons, especially in the context of dwindling near and on-
shore reserves, growing populations and generally, therefore, resource demands. 
Indeed, according to some estimates we already depend on offshore sources for over 
60% of global oil supplies (though not, it should be emphasised, reserves).
7
 This trend 
is likely to be reinforced in the foreseeable future as oil prices rebound in response to 
plateauing and declining production (especially but not exclusively from terrestrial oil 
fields) coupled with increasing demand. Improved technology is increasingly 
allowing economically viable exploration and exploitation of offshore oil and gas 
resources in more hostile conditions including deeper waters further offshore
8
Notwithstanding the Deepwater Horizon disaster and the various moratoriums on 
offshore drilling that the accident has inspired, exploration in deep (that is, water 
depths in excess of 1,000 feet) and ultradeep (over 5,000 feet) water offshore areas is 
likely to increase. While to date the Pacific island States region has not proved to be a 
significant source of seabed oil and gas reserves, potential may exist on significant 
extended continental shelf areas, as well as with regard to other types of seabed 
mineral deposits (see below).
In this context it is important to note that the presence of overlapping claims generally 
tends to prevent access to any hydrocarbon resources that may be present in the 
disputed area. International oil and gas companies tend to be extremely reluctant to 
invest the enormous sums necessary to conduct offshore exploration, let alone 
exploitation, operations in the absence of fiscal and legal certainty and continuity. 
Seabed energy resources located in disputed areas, which could potentially have a 
crucial role to play in the economic well-being and political stability of the coastal 
6
  See, Hanich, Q., Schofield, C.H. and Cozens, P. (2009) ‘Oceans of Opportunity?: The Limits 
of Maritime Claims in the South Pacific’, pp.17-46 in Hanich, Q. and Tsamenyi, M. (eds), 
Navigating Pacific Fisheries: Legal and Policy Trends in the Implementation of International 
Fisheries Instruments in the Western and Central Pacific Region, (Wollongong: Ocean 
Publications), pp.25-26. 
7
  See, ‘Offshore oil and gas around the World’, Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum 




  Kelly, P.L. (2004) ‘Deepwater Oil Resources: The Expanding Frontier’, pp.414-416 in Legal 
and Scientific Aspects of Continental Shelf Limits, M.H. Nordquist, J.H. More, and T.H. 
Heidar (eds), (Martinus Nijhoff Publishers): pp. 413-419. 
states involved, therefore tend to remain untapped in the absence of maritime 
boundary delimitation or, alternatively, agreement on joint development.  
While discussion of marine resources tends to be framed in terms of access to fish and 
oil, it should be noted that these are not the only resources that the oceans have to 
offer. While deep sea minerals such as polymetallic nodules have been under 
consideration since at least the 1960s, more recently advances have occurred in 
relation to the collection and utilisation of minerals such as phosphorites, evaporates, 
polymetallic sulphides, and non-traditional seabed hydrocarbons such as gas 
hydrates.
9
 Although the exploitation of some of these resources does not appear to be 
commercially viable at present, this situation may well change over time as 
requirements and prices change and technologies develop. Current efforts to exploit 
sea floor massive sulphide deposits in the Bismarck Sea off Papua New Guinea 
illustrate the potential for such novel developments in the Pacific island States.
10
Indeed, Papua New Guinea granted the world’s first deep sea mining lease to Nautilus 
Minerals Inc. for the development of the Solwara 1 project in January 2011.
11
Also of note is growing interest and use of marine genetic resources which offer an 
additional dimension to traditional marine living resources. Marine biota (plants and 
animals) represent a relatively untapped resource offering developmental potential for 
a range of valuable applications in the fields of medicine, agriculture (providing 
specialist health foods and dietary supplements as well as agricultural chemicals such 
as herbicides and pesticides), in the cosmetics industry and in industry where marine 
products can provide valuable enzymes and catalysts in industrial processes.
12
This has led to the emergence of “bioprospecting” and the deep seabed, including 
outer continental shelf areas, are likely to be a focus for these activities.
13
 This 
represents a potentially rich resource and opportunity for coastal States, including 
Pacific island States. Indeed, marine biotechnology related products were estimated to 
9
  Schofield, C.H. and Arsana, A (2009), ‘Beyond the Limits?: Outer Continental Shelf 
Opportunities and Obligations in East and Southeast Asia’, Contemporary Southeast Asia
31(1): 28-63, pp.51-54. 
10
  Regarding developments in seafloor polymetallic massive sulphide mining see P.M. Herzig 
(2004) ‘Seafloor Massive Sulfide Deposits and Hydrothermal Systems’, pp.431-456 in Legal 
and Scientific Aspects of Continental Shelf Limits, M.H. Nordquist, J.H. More, and T.H. 
Heidar (eds), (Martinus Nijhoff Publishers).  
11
  Bashir, M. (2011) ‘Deep sea mining lease granted, The Post-Courier, 19 January 2011, 
available at <http://www.postcourier.com.pg/20110119/news03.htm>. 
12
  Skropeta, D. (2011) ‘Exploring Marine Resources for New Pharmaceutical Applications’, 
pp.211-224 in W.Gullett, C.H.Schofield and J.Vince (eds), Marine Resources Management, 
LexisNexis Butterworths, Australia, pp.211 and 217. 
13
  Bioprospecting has been defined as including “the entire research and development process 
from sample extraction by publicly funded scientific and academic research institutions, 
through to full scale commercialization and marketing by commercial interests such as 
biotechnology companies.” See, United Nations (2007) ‘An Update on Marine Genetic 
Resources: Scientific Research, Commercial Uses and a Database on Marine Bioprospecting’, 
United Nations Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea Eight 
Meeting, (New York, 25-29 June 2007): p.7-7. See also, Arico, S. and Salpin, C. (2005) 
‘Bioprospecting of Genetic Resources in the Deep Seabed: Scientific, Legal and Policy 
Aspects’, UNU-IAS Report, (United Nations University): pp.25-25, available at 
<www.ias.unu.edu/binaries2/DeepSeabed.pdf>. 
be worth US$100 billion in 2000 alone.
14
 The potential for further growth in marine 
bioprospecting is emphasised by the fact that of over 30,000 marine natural products 
reported since the 1960s, less than 2% derive from the deep sea organisms.
15
The Limits of Claims to Maritime Jurisdiction 
A key achievement of LOSC was the definition of clear spatial limits to national 
claims to maritime jurisdiction, something which had eluded earlier codification 
efforts (see Figure 1). 
Figure 1 Claims to Maritime Jurisdiction 
Source: Adapted from Geoscience Australia and Schofield and Arsana, 2009: 74.
16
Landward of a coastal State’s baselines lie either its land territory, including the inter-
tidal foreshore landward of normal low-water line baselines, or internal waters.
17
Offshore, maritime claims are predominantly defined as extending to a set distance 
from baselines along the coast. Under LOSC agreement was reached on 12 nautical 
14
  Arico and Salpin, 2005: 17, See also, Mossop, J. (2007) ‘Protecting Marine Biodiversity on 
the Continental Shelf beyond 200 Nautical Miles’, Ocean Development and International Law
38 (2007), p.285. 
15
  Skropeta, 2011: p.221. 
16
  See, Geoscience Australia, ‘Maritime Boundary Definitions’, available at, 
<http://www.ga.gov.au/oceans/mc_amb-bndrs.jsp>. Adapted and redrawn by the author. 
17
  Internal waters lie landwards of straight baselines (LOSC, Article 7), landward of river closing 
lines (LOSC, Article 9), bat closing lines (LOSC, Article 10) and within ports (LOSC, Article 
11). LOSC Article 8 provides that where internal waters have been created through the 
construction of a system of straight baselines, “which had not previously been considered as 
such, a right of innocent passage as provided in this Convention shall exist in those waters.” 
miles (nm) as the maximum extent of the territorial sea.
18
 LOSC also provides for a 
contiguous zone out to 24nm from relevant baselines.
19
 As most states claim a 12nm 
breadth territorial sea the contiguous zone, if claimed, generally extends from the 
12nm to 24nm limits as measured from baselines along the coast. Additionally, and 
significantly, LOSC also introduced the concept of the exclusive economic zone 
(EEZ) which “shall not extend beyond 200 nautical miles from the baselines from 
which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured”.
20
  As most coastal States claim a 
12nm territorial sea, the actual breadth of the EEZ is usually 188nm seaward of 
territorial sea limits (Figure 1).
The outer limits of the above-mentioned zones of maritime jurisdiction were 
relatively readily accepted at UNCLOS III. The definition of the outer limits of the 
continental shelf is a more complex task, especially where areas of ‘extended’ or 
‘outer’ continental shelf seawards of the 200nm limit are under consideration.
21
Where the continental margin extends beyond 200nm from a State’s baselines, the 
coastal state may be able to assert rights over that part of the continental shelf beyond 
the 200nm limit that forms part of its natural prolongation. However, in order to fulfil 
the complex series of criteria laid down in Article 76 and prepare a submission on 
extended continental shelf rights to the relevant United Nations technical body, the 
Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (CLCS), a coastal state is 
therefore required to gather information related to the morphology of its continental 
margin and its geological characteristics as well as bathymetric information relating to 
water depth. Additionally, distance measurements are necessary in order to determine, 
for example, the location of 200nm and 350nm limit lines.
22
Figure 2: Schematic of the Continental Shelf Showing Outer Continental Shelf 
Entitlement and Constraint Lines 
18
  LOSC, Articles 3 and 4. 
19
  LOSC, Article 33(2). 
20
  LOSC, Article 57. 
21
  LOSC, Article 76. 
22
  Schofield and Arsana 2009: pp.31-35. 
Source: Adapted from Schofield and Arsana, 2009: 79. 
Although complex, the point here is that Article 76 of LOSC provides for a definable 
outer limit to the continental shelf claims of coastal States and this represents a major 
step forward as compared to the indeterminate scenario under the 1958 Convention on 
the Continental Shelf.
23
The international zones beyond national jurisdiction comprise the high seas
24
 seaward 
of the 200nm EEZ limits of coastal States and the “Area”, beyond the continental 
shelf appertaining to coastal States.
25
Setting Maritime Limits and Establishing Maritime Boundaries 
The limits of a coastal State’s maritime jurisdiction can be established in one of three 
ways. First, maritime claims can be generated to the full extent allowed for under 
international law, in the absence of analogous claims on the part of neighbouring 
States. Second, where overlapping claims to maritime jurisdiction exist, maritime 
boundaries may be delimited between neighbouring States. Thirdly, with respect to 
continental shelf limits, the definition of its outer limits involves a submission process 
to the United Nations Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf. 
In this context several sources of uncertainty exist. These relate to the dependence of 
many distance-based maritime claims on measurements made from inherently 
unstable baselines, to the lack of comprehensive delimitation of potential maritime 
boundaries and to overlaps between extended continental shelf areas subject to 
submissions by coastal States. 
Ambulatory Baselines and Shifting Limits 
The key factors required for the definition of the outer limits of each of most maritime 
zones, where no overlaps exist with the claims of neighbouring States, is an 
understanding of the location of the baseline from which claims are to measured, 
coupled with a geodetically robust (that is, precise) means of calculating the relevant 
distance measurements of 12nm, 24nm and 200nm. However, numerous maritime 
jurisdictional limits are dependent on normal, low water line baselines that have the 
capacity to shift over time, leading to related changes in the location of the maritime 
limits derived from them. 
23
  McDorman has stated that the fact that “the real achievement” of LOSC lies not in the 
complexity of the provisions of Article 76 or in the establishment of the Commission but in 
the fact that it provides for “a definable limit” to continental shelf claims “however difficult 
the defining of that limit may be”. See, McDorman, T.L. ‘The Role of the Commission on the 
Limits of the Continental Shelf: A technical body in a political world’, International Journal 
of Marine and Coastal Law 17,  no. 3 (2002): 301-324, at 307. 
24
  Governed under Part VII (Articles 86-121) of LOSC. 
25
  Governed under Part XI (Articles 133-191) of LOSC. See also, the Agreement relating to the 
Implementation of Part XI of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 
December 1982, available at, 
<http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_overview_part_xi.htm>. 
As a consequence of the rights of certain coastal States to areas of outer continental shelf, the 
extent of the Area is necessarily less than that of the high seas. 
Under usual circumstances and in the absence of other claims, a coastal State will 
have “normal” baselines coinciding with “the low-water line along the coast as 
marked on large-scale charts officially recognized by the coastal State.”
26
 Although a 
range of other types of baselines exist, notably straight baselines,
27
 bay and river 
closing lines
28
 and archipelagic baselines,
29
 normal baselines represent the predominant 
type of baseline worldwide and, in effect, represent a state’s ‘default’ baselines.
30
 It 
has long been recognised that coastlines are dynamic, so normal baselines can change 
significantly over time or “ambulate”.
31
 Indeed, coastlines often change in a cyclical 
manner over time (alternately shifting seawards through deposition or accretion of 
material and then landwards as a consequence of erosion).
32
 The location of normal 
baselines will therefore tend to move over time. 
The traditionally generally accepted implication of this phenomenon is that as normal 
baselines change, so too will the maritime jurisdictional limits measured from them. 
Thus, where the baseline advances (for example, by the deposition of material along the 
coast) the outer limits of the maritime claims measured from that baseline will likewise 
expand seawards. Conversely, where the normal baseline recedes (through coastal 
erosion), the coastal state may “lose” maritime areas as their maritime limits are likewise 
pulled back.  
In the Pacific context there is evidence that coral atolls can be remarkably robust features, 
capable of adapting, for example to incremental changes in sea level.
33
 Nonetheless, 
island coastlines and thus their associated normal baselines do change over time. 
Consequently, the maritime jurisdictional limits derived from them will also shift. 
Similarly, where maritime delimitation is required between neighbouring Pacific island 
States, key basepoints for the calculation of equidistance lines (frequently at least the 
starting point in delimitation negotiations) are often located on normal baselines. 
Verification of baselines and basepoints with a view to calculating geodetically robust 
provisional equidistance lines then often becomes necessary. This technical work in 
26
  LOSC, Article 5. 
27
  LOSC, Article 7. 
28
  LOSC, Articles 9 and 10. 
29
  LOSC, Article 47. 
30
  See, Prescott, J.R.V. and Schofield, C.H. (2005) The Maritime Political Boundaries of the 
World  (Leiden/Boston: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers): pp.94-97. If Australia is taken as an 
example, despite having a fairly extensive set of straight baselines and closing lines, 72% of 
Australia’s baselines are comprised of normal baselines. See, Schofield, C.H. (2008) 
‘Australia’s Final Frontiers?: Developments in Australian Delimitation’, Maritime Studies,
158 (January/February): p.2. 
31
  Reed, M. (2000) Shore and sea boundaries: the development of international maritime 
boundary principles through United States practice, (Washington D.C.: US Department of 
Commerce): p.185; Prescott and Schofield, 2005: pp.100-101. 
32
  See, for example, Hirst, B. and Robertson, D. (2004) ‘Geographic Information Systems, 
Charts and UNCLOS – Can They Live Together?’, Maritime Studies, 136 (May-June): pp.1-6. 
See also, Schofield, C.H. (2009) ‘Shifting Limits?: Sea Level Rise and Options to Secure 
Maritime Jurisdictional Claims’, Carbon and Climate Law Review, Vol.4 (2009): 405-416, at 
pp.408-409. 
33
  Webb, A.P. and Kench, P.S. (2010) ‘The dynamic response of reef islands to sea-level rise: 
Evidence from multi-decadal analysis of island change in the Central Pacific’, Global and 
Planetary Change, 72:234-246. 
support of boundary delimitation negotiations between Pacific island States is supported 
by SOPAC’s Pacific Islands Regional Maritime Boundaries project.
34
Maritime Delimitation: An Incomplete Mosaic 
A key consequence of the enormous extension of maritime claims seawards that has 
occurred in recent decades has been the creation of a multitude of ‘new’ potential 
maritime political boundaries. Wherever a coastal state’s claims to maritime space abut 
or overlap either an opposite coastal state’s maritime area or an adjacent coastal state’s 
maritime area, a potential maritime boundary situation will exist. As a consequence of 
the advance of national maritime claims offshore, coastal states 400nm or more 
distant from one another suddenly found themselves to be maritime neighbours with 
potentially overlapping maritime claims to jurisdiction. Indeed, in the case of 
extended continental shelf claims coastal states whose nearest land territories are 
located in excess of 700nm distant from one another may have a potential maritime 
boundary between them. 
While significant progress has clearly been achieved in the delimitation of maritime 
boundaries with many contentious disputes having been resolved, the maritime 
political map of the world, in sharp contrast to the terrestrial political map, is far short 
of completion.
35
 It is also worth noting that many of the maritime boundary 
agreements that have been reached among coastal states are only partial in character – 
relating to either only part of the length of the potential maritime or dealing with only 
one zone, such as continental shelf. Additionally, many agreements are interim, not in 
force or relating to the same boundary. Overall, it is safe to state that fewer than half 
of the potential maritime boundaries around the world have been even partially 
delimited.
It is recognised that several Pacific island States are in the process of fixing their 
maritime limits and boundaries and considerable progress has already been achieved 
in this regard, progress towards the delimitation of potential maritime boundaries has 
been relatively slow – while 15 maritime boundaries have been concluded to date, a 
further 30 remain to be delimited.
36
Overlapping Outer Continental Shelf Submissions 
Further, numerous additional ‘new’ maritime boundaries and extensive areas of 
overlapping claims have been created as a consequence of recently articulated coastal 
State assertions in respect of areas of so-called ‘outer’ or ‘extended’ continental shelf 
located seawards of the 200nm limit. Several States within the Pacific island States 
region have made submissions to the CLCS.
37
 Globally, 95 extended continental shelf 
34
  See, <http://www.sopac.org/index.php/pacific-islands-regional-maritime-boundaries>. 
35
  Grundy-Warr, C.E.R. and Schofield, C.H. (2005), ‘Reflections on the Relevance of Classic 
Approaches and Contemporary Priorities in Boundary Studies’, Geopolitics 10:4, 650-62. 
36
  Prescott, J.R.V. and Boyes, G. Undelimited Maritime Boundaries in the Pacific Ocean 
Excluding the Asian Rim, Maritime Briefing, Vol. 2, No. 8, 2000, International Boundaries 
Research Unit, Durham; and, Prescott and Schofield, 2005: pp.397-428. See also, Schofield, 
C.H. (2010) ‘The Delimitation of Maritime Boundaries among the Pacific Island States’, 
pp.156-169 in Proceedings of International Symposium on Islands and Oceans 2010, (Tokyo: 
Ocean Policy Research Foundation). 
37
  See the CLCS website for details of full submissions and submissions of preliminary 
information at: <http://www.un.org/Depts/los/clcs_new/clcs_home.htm>. See also, Schofield, 
2010. 
submissions have been deposited with the UN, comprising 53 full submissions and 42 
preliminary submissions.
38
 These submissions collectively encompass an enormous 
area, in excess of 30 million square kilometres, of continental shelf located seawards 
of the 200 nautical mile limit from coastal baselines.
However, these submissions have given rise to numerous overlapping claims, 
including among the Pacific island States, to the same areas of extended continental 
shelf covering an area of well over 2.7 million square kilometres. Further, the process 
is not yet at an end as, a further nine more States are likely to (or may yet decide to) 
make submissions in due course but have yet to do so because the deadline for their 
submissions has yet to pass. This has given rise to multiple “new” outer continental 
shelf boundaries and, it would appear, a potential proliferation in potential outer 
continental shelf boundary disputes.
39
Concluding Thoughts 
The above is not to suggest that the establishment of maritime limits or the 
delimitation of maritime boundaries represents some kind of panacea which will 
necessarily engender transboundary maritime cooperation among neighbouring states. 
Indeed, it can be argued that arbitrary, invisible political boundaries do not readily fit 
the continuous, fluid ocean environment. Many marine living resources similarly pay 
scant regard to maritime boundaries and it is also the case that many marine activities 
are transboundary and transnational in character. Nonetheless, the definition of 
maritime limits and boundaries does provide a clear jurisdictional framework for 
cooperation. Importantly, even if spatially bounded national maritime spaces are not 
necessarily the ideal or only way to achieve sustainable oceans management and 
governance, they are one way to achieve these ends and, crucially, represent the 
approach overwhelmingly favoured by states.
Whilst encouraging progress has been made in the Pacific region, especially in terms 
of the articulation of maritime jurisdictional claims on the part of the Pacific island 
States, it is clear that much remains to be done. In particular, maritime limits are 
dependent on potentially ambulatory normal baselines (although this is, at present 
difficult to circumvent and in any case is an issue that should not be overplayed) 
many maritime boundaries remain undelimited and, indeed, a host of ‘new’ maritime 
boundaries (and overlapping claims) have resulted from submissions related to the 
extended continental shelf. 
38
  Noting that a number of these submissions are joint or partial and these figures are inclusive 
of multiple partial submissions for different areas by some States. 
39
  Van de Poll, R. and Schofield, C.H. (2010) ‘A Seabed Scramble: A Global Overview of 
Extended Continental Shelf Submissions, paper presented at the Advisory Board on the Law 
of the Sea (ABLOS) conference on Contentious Issues in UNCLOS – Surely Not?,
International Hydrographic Bureau Monaco, 25-27 October 2010. See also, Schofield, 2010. 
